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Commentor No. 145: Frank Zucker

US. DEPARTMENT O F ENERGY

Comment Form
Formulario para comentarios

‘Thank you for your input
Gracias por su participacion

b _3/8 /000
ate/Fecha:
PLEASE PRINT / FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE

What comments do you have on the Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Inpact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (TC & WM EIS?)

¢Que comentarios tiene usted sobre el Borrador de la Declaracion Sobre el Impacto Ambiental del Cierre de Contenedores y la
Disposicion de Desechos del Establecimiento de Hanford, Richland, Washington (TC & WM EIS?)
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** CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE **
** CONTINUAR AL DORSO PARA MAS ESPACIO **

Name/Nombrer [ raalk Zucler
Address/Direccion__ 6 12N Zpapt 3G TH ST

City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Zona Postal: S EATTVL( (/A

9gl03

NOTE: Please do not include personal information (such as address or phone number) if you objcct to it being included in the TC & WM EIS.
Comments received, including contact information, are published in the TC & M EIS in their entirety.

NOTA: Favor de excluir informacién personal (direccion o nimero de teléfono) que desca que no aparezcan en el TC & WM EIS.

[ recibidos, incluyendo la 6n personal proporcionada, serdn publicados en el TC ¢ WM EIS.

For more information contact: Mary Beth Burandt, Document Manager.
TC & WM EIS, PO. Box 1178, Richiand, WA 99352

Toll-free Telephone: 1-888-829-6347 + Toll-free Fax: 1-888-785-2865
E-moil: TCEWMEIS@saic.com

145-1

145-1

The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 4, 6A, and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval of
the tank waste and clean closure of all or part of the SST system. Decisions made
by DOE on the proposed actions will be based on a number of factors, including
health and safety, environmental, economic, and technical considerations; agency
statutory missions; and national policy considerations. The decisions on the
selected course of action and supporting rationale will be documented in a ROD
issued no sooner than 30 days after the EPA Notice of Availability for this Final
TC & WM EIS is published in the Federal Register.

As discussed in the TC & WM EIS Summary, Chapter 1, and Chapter 2, this
EIS analyzes additional waste treatment capability that includes expanding

the vitrification process capability currently being constructed in the WTP or
supplementing the WTP’s capability with supplemental treatment technologies.
Thus, decisions to be made by DOE regarding whether to treat all waste in the
WTP, as is or expanded, or to supplement its capacity by adding new treatment
capability depend on demonstrating the feasibility of supplemental treatment
technologies.
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Commentor No. 146: Jack Smith

Uus. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Comment Form
Formulario para comentarios

Thank you for your input
Gracias por su participacién

Date/Fecha:M
PLEASE PRINT / FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE

1. What comments do you have on the Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (TC & WM EIS?)
¢Que comentarios tiene usted sobre el Borrador de la Declaraciin Sobre el Impacto Anmbiental del Cierre de Contenedores y la
Disposicion de Desechos del Establecimiento de Hanford, Richland, Washington (TC & WM EIS?)
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** CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE **
** CONTINUAR AL DORzgﬁdRA MAS ESPACIO **

Name/Nombre: @Ck ~
Address/Direccion: 7728 « 3¢ A /Z/(/( A
7
City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Zona Postal: Se V{HC/ LA 78¢1 17

NOTE: Please do not include personal information (such as address or phone nurfber) if you object to it being included in the TC & WM EIS.
Comments received, including contact information, are published in the TC ¢ WM ELS in their entirety:

NOTA: Favor de excluir informacién personal (direccién o nimero de teléfono) que desea que no aparezcan en e TC & WM EIS.
Comentarios recibidos, incluyendo la informacién personal proporcionada, serin publicados en el TC ¢ M EIS.

For more information contact: Mary Beth Burandt, Document Manager,
TC & WM EIS, PO. Box 1178, Richiand, WA 99352

Toll-free Telephone: 1-888-829-6347 + Toll-ree Fax: 1-888-785-2865.
E-mail: TCEWMEIS@saic.com

146-1

146-2

The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 4, 6A, and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval of
the tank waste and clean closure of all or part of the SST system. Decisions made
by DOE on the proposed actions will be based on a number of factors, including
health and safety, environmental, economic, and technical considerations; agency
statutory missions; and national policy considerations. The decisions on the
selected course of action and supporting rationale will be documented in a ROD
issued no sooner than 30 days after the EPA Notice of Availability for this Final
TC & WM EIS is published in the Federal Register.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 147: Victor Odlivak

US. DEPARTMENT O F ENERGY

Comment Form

Formulario para comentarios

Thank you for your input

Gracias por su participacion

PLEASE PRINT / FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE

Da(e/Fecha:M 10

What comments do you have on the Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Inpact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (TC & WM EIS?)
¢Que comentarios tiene usted sobre el Borrador de la Declaracion Sobre el Impacto Ambiental del Cierre de Contenedores y la

Disposicign de Desechos del Establecipriento de Hanford, Richland, Wa://mqtﬂn (TC c/? WM EfS?)
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** CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE **
** CONTINUAR AL DORSO PARA MAS ESPACIO **

Name/Nombre: \J \clo O() \ \lﬂk T
Address/Direccion: Set (@( wk - 4303 CZ k{&’f )

ewmail; —\— @ -H- l
City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Zona Postal: ¥ L Tovr©@ conve o linuy. Con
NOTE: Please do not include personal information (such as address or phone number) if you object to it being included in the TC & WM EIS
Comments received, including contact information, are published in the TC & WM EIS in their entirety.

NOTA: Favor de excluir informacién personal (direccién o nimero de teléfono) que desea que no aparezcan en el TC & VM EIS.
Comentarios recibidos, incluyendo la informacién personal proporcionada, scrin publicados en el TC & I7M EIS.

For more information cmloco Mary Beth Burandtt, Document Manager,
WM EIS, RO. Box 1178, Richland, WA 99352

Tolk-free Telephone: 1 sas 829-6347 * Toll-free Fax: 1-888-785-2865
E-mail: TCAWMEIS@saic.com

147-1

147-2

Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.

Shutting down all nuclear reactors is not within the scope of this 7C & WM EIS.
This EIS addresses proposed actions to retrieve, treat, and dispose of Hanford
tank waste; decommission FFTF; and expand or upgrade waste management
capabilities to support ongoing and planned waste management activities for

on- and offsite waste to facilitate environmental cleanup activities at Hanford and
other DOE sites. The disposal of other wastes, including waste associated with
commercial nuclear power generation, is beyond the scope of this EIS.
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Commentor No. 148: Amy Easton

Us. DEPARTMENT O F ENERGY

Comment Form
Formulario para comentarios

‘Thank you for your input
Gracias por su participacién

PLEASE PRINT / FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE

1. What comments do you have on the Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Inmpact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (TC & WM EIS?)
¢Que comentarios tiene usted sobre el Borrador de la Declaracin Sobre el Impacto Ambiental del Cierre de Contenedores y la
Disposicion de Desechos del Establecimiento de Hanford, Richland, Washington (TC & WM EIS?)
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** CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE **

Address/Direccion:

City, State, Zip Code/Ciudad, Estado, Zona Postal:

NOTE: Please do not include personal information (such as address or phone number) if you object to it being included in the TC ¢ M EIS.
Comments received, including contact information, are published in the TC ¢ M EIS in their entirety.

NOTA: Favor de excluir informacién personal (direccion o nimero de teléfono) que desea que no aparezcan en el TC ¢ WM EIS,

C recibidos, la 6n personal serin publicados en el TC &> WM EIS.

Formore information comucv Marv Beth Burandt, Document Manager,
/M EIS, PO, Box 1178, Richland, WA 99352

Toll-free Telephone: | sse 829-6347 * Toll-free Fax: 1-888-785-2865
E-mail: TCAWMEIS@saic.com

148-1

148-2

148-3

The clean closure alternatives considered for the SST system are represented by
the Base and Option Cases of Tank Closure Alternatives 6A and 6B; selective
clean closure is represented by Tank Closure Alternative 4. For both Base Cases,
the assumption is that the SST system would be cleaned to levels that would
allow for unrestricted use, which would involve removal of the tanks, ancillary
equipment, and soils beneath the tanks (contaminated as a result of past leaks)
down to the water table. The two Option Cases represent this type of clean
closure along with removal of soils beneath the tank farms (contaminated as a
result of infiltration from the contiguous cribs and trenches [ditches]).

Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

Both DOE and Congress are committed to the cleanup efforts at Hanford, and
DOE continues to seck funding for these efforts.
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Commentor No. 149: Jude Kone

USs. DEPARTMENT O F ENERGY

Comment Form
Formulario para comentarios

‘Thank you for your input
Gracias por su participacién

Date/Fecha:M’w
PLEASE PRINT / FAVOR DE ESCRIBIR CLARAMENTE

1. What comments do you have on the Draft Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (TC & WM EIS?)
¢Que comentarios tiene usted sobre el Borrador de la Declaraciin Sobre el Impacto Ambiental del Cierre de Contenedores y la
Disposiciin de Desechos del Establecimiento de Hanford, Richland, Washington (TC & WM EIS?)
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** CONTINUE ON BACK FOR MORE SPACE **
** CONTINUAR AL DORSO PARA MAS ESPACIO **

Name/Nombre: /\T_Wg on Q

| | Address/Direccion: 2222 N LO LavL S’r— :

WA q8lo]

NOTE: Please do not include personal information (such as address or phone number) if you object to it being included in the TC & WM EIS.
Comments received, including contact information, are published in the 7C & WM EIS in their entirety.

NOTA: Favor de excluir informaci6n personal (direccion o nimero de teléfono) que desea que no aparezcan en el TC & WM EIS.

enel TC & WM EIS.

For more information confact: Mary Beth Burandt, Document Manager, /57
C & WM EIS, PO, Box 1178, Richland, WA 99352 !

Toll-free Telephone: 1-888-829-6347 * Tollfree Fax: 1-888-785-2865
E-moail: IC&WMEIS@saic.com

149-1

149-2

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

The impacts of the offsite waste in terms of radiological risk are presented in
the Summary, Section S.5.5.3, and Chapter 2, Section 2.10, Key Environmental
Findings. These sections describe the radiological risk differences between
including and not including offsite waste disposal at IDF-East.

The TC & WM EIS analysis shows that receipt of offsite waste streams that
contain specific amounts of certain isotopes, specifically, iodine-129 and
technetium-99, could cause an adverse impact on the environment. Therefore,
one means of mitigating this impact would be for DOE to limit disposal of
offsite waste streams at Hanford. Other mitigation measures, such as recycling
secondary-waste streams into the primary-waste-stream feeds within the WTP to
increase iodine-129 capture in ILAW and bulk vitrification glass, are discussed in
Chapter 7, Section 7.5, of this final EIS.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the inclusion of GTCC LLW in this
TC & WM EIS, DOE has included information from the Draft GTCC EIS in the
Final TC & WM EIS cumulative impacts analysis. For a more comprehensive
discussion on GTCC LLW, see Section 2.12 of this CRD.

The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 4, 6A, and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval of
the tank waste and clean closure of all or part of the SST system. Decisions made
by DOE on the proposed actions will be based on a number of factors, including
health and safety, environmental, economic, and technical considerations; agency
statutory missions; and national policy considerations. The decisions on the
selected course of action and supporting rationale will be documented in a ROD
issued no sooner than 30 days after the EPA Notice of Availability for this Final
TC & WM EIS is published in the Federal Register.

As noted in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.2, the six sets of cribs and trenches (ditches)
that are contiguous to the SSTs are CERCLA past-practice units. These would
fall under the barriers placed over the SSTs during closure. They are evaluated in
this EIS as part of a connected action because they would be influenced by barrier
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Commentor No. 149 (cont’d): Jude Kone

149-3

placement. However, closure of these CERCLA past-practice units is not part of
the proposed actions for this EIS. Closure of these units would be addressed at a
later date.

Regarding the total dismantlement of FFTF (essentially FFTF Decommissioning
Alternative 3), although nearly all elements of FFTF and the two adjacent support
facilities would be removed under this alternative, the lower portion of the RCB
concrete shell would remain. This would be backfilled with either soil or grout to
minimize void space. The area would be regraded and revegetated, with no need
for a barrier. DOE’s preference is for FFTF Decommissioning Alternative 2,
under which some below-grade structures would remain; however, these would
be grouted in place to immobilize the hazardous constituents. The filled area
would then be covered with a modified RCRA Subtitle C barrier to further isolate
the entombed structures and prevent infiltration of water. These actions (grouting
and barrier placement) would minimize the migration of any contaminants to the
environment.

DOE is working diligently to bring this facility, the WTP, online to treat the tank
waste at the site as soon as possible, as well as to clean up Hanford. As discussed
in the 7C & WM EIS Summary, Chapter 1, and Chapter 2, this EIS analyzes
additional waste treatment capability that includes expanding the vitrification
process capability currently being constructed in the WTP or supplementing the
WTP’s capability with supplemental treatment technologies. Thus, decisions

to be made by DOE regarding whether to treat all waste in the WTP, as is or
expanded, or to supplement its capacity by adding new treatment capability
depend on demonstrating the feasibility of supplemental treatment technologies,
including supplemental treatment waste-form performance (durability) for long-
term groundwater protection.

Appendix E, Section E.1.3.3.1, discusses the DOE Technology Readiness
Assessment that included Business Case No. 7 (LAW First and Bulk Vitrification
with Tank Farm Pretreatment), i.e., early startup of the LAW treatment process.
However, at the time of the Drafi TC & WM EIS preparation, DOE had not made
a decision on whether to support implementation of this business case. Since
then, DOE has commissioned an external technical review of the system planning
for alternative supplemental treatment of LAW at Hanford (Kosson et al. 2008).
The report (Kosson et al. 2008) from this review concluded that, although

the current schedule for completion of the WTP LAW Vitrification Facility

and supporting facilities could support early treatment of LAW in 2014, such
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Commentor No. 149 (cont’d): Jude Kone

early startup would require an interim pretreatment capability and the means

for disposition of secondary waste. Since 2008, DOE has been evaluating

the transition of the WTP from construction to commissioning. Information

on this strategy is provided in Appendix E, Section E.1.3.3.2, of this Final

TC & WM EIS. The 2020 Vision (WRPS and BNI 2011) evaluates some of the
elements identified in earlier DOE reports, but focuses on commissioning of the
WTP project and activities essential to starting up the LAW Vitrification Facility,
the Analytical Laboratory, and the BOF, as well as the Pretreatment Facility and
the HLW Vitrification Facility. For more information regarding the 2020 Vision,
please see Appendix E, Section E.1.3.3.2.
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Commentor No. 150: Leslie Reilly

Comment Period Through March 19, 2010

Comment Title PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT TANK CLOSURE &
WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Submit your comments at the Seattle hearing on Monday, March 8
! i 9 )

attle Center, Northwest Rooms at 7pm) it

Ifyou cannot at

Name (optional) L@é II/A ﬂﬁ ///)/
Address )|

Telephone_FHF - q|S -042S email_RZLLLY L. Z € seA HLED). EDU

Comment:

150-1

150-1

Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 151: Howard Jess

Comment Period Through March 19, 2010

Comment Title PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT TANK CLOSURE &
WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Submit your comments at the Seattle hearing on Monday, March 8
s ! X )
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151-1
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Comment noted.
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Commentor No. 152: Rachelle Peebles

Comment Period Through March 19, 2010

Comment Title PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT TANK CLOSURE &
WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Name (optional) {K Qac hﬂ“& '])CfJo } €s
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152-1

152-2

152-1

152-2

Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 153: Joelle Puccio

Comment Period
Comment Title

Through March 19, 2010

PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT TANK CLOSURE &
WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Submit your comments at the Seattle hearing on Monday, March 8
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Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.

The impacts of the offsite waste in terms of radiological risk are presented in
the Summary, Section S.5.5.3, and Chapter 2, Section 2.10, Key Environmental
Findings. These sections discuss the radiological risk differences between
including and not including offsite waste disposal at IDF-East.

The TC & WM EIS analysis shows that receipt of offsite waste streams that
contain specific amounts of certain isotopes, specifically, iodine-129 and
technetium-99, could cause an adverse impact on the environment. Therefore,
one means of mitigating this impact would be for DOE to limit disposal of
offsite waste streams at Hanford. Other mitigation measures, such as recycling
secondary-waste streams into the primary-waste-stream feeds within the WTP to
increase iodine-129 capture in ILAW and bulk vitrification glass, are discussed in
Chapter 7, Section 7.5, of this final EIS.

This document addresses the environmental impacts of storage, retrieval,
treatment, and disposal of tank waste and final closure of the SST system. It also
evaluates the impacts of the decommissioning of FFTF, including management
of waste generated by the decommissioning process. Finally, this 7C & WM EIS
evaluates the potential environmental impacts of ongoing solid-waste
management operations at Hanford, as well as the proposed disposal of Hanford
LLW and MLLW and a limited volume of offsite LLW and MLLW.

SaSUOASIY FO(T PUD SIUIWUIOY) I1GN = § UO1IIIS



orc—¢

Commentor No. 154: Thomas Buchanan

Comment Period
Comment Title

Through March 19, 2010

PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT TANK CLOSURE &
WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Submit your comments at the Seattle hearing on Monday, March 8
(Seattle Center, Nort

st Rooms at 7pm)

cannot attend the hearin ease place your comment in one of
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Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

As shown in the Summary of this 7C & WM EIS, Section S.5.3; Chapter 2,
Section 2.8.3.10; and Chapter 4, Section 4.3.12, it is unlikely that the estimated
total public radiation exposures from transporting radioactive waste to Hanford
for disposal would result in any additional LCFs during incident-free operations
or postulated accidents. This 7C & WM EIS analyzes the transportation of
RH-LLW from INL to Hanford for disposal. Based on the public’s input and
concerns about offsite waste disposal at Hanford, DOE has included in this Final
TC & WM EIS an example of a potential mitigation measure that could be taken
by DOE. Specifically, an offsite waste stream containing a significant inventory
of iodine-129 (i.e., RH-LLW resins from INL) was eliminated from the analysis.
This mitigation measure has been incorporated into the Waste Management
alternatives.

In addition, a sensitivity analysis is included that shows the impacts of

limiting offsite waste streams containing iodine-129 and technetium-99. The
results of this sensitivity analysis illustrate the difference this would make

in potential groundwater impacts and are included in Appendix M. Other
mitigation measures, such as recycling secondary-waste streams into the
primary-waste-stream feeds within the WTP to increase iodine-129 capture in
ILAW and bulk vitrification, are discussed in Chapter 7, Section 7.5, of this EIS.
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Commentor No. 155: Thomas F. Robinson

Comment Period Through March 19, 2010

Comment Title PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT TANK CLOSURE &
WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Submit your comments at the Seattle hearing on Monday, March 8
(Seattle Center, Northwest Rooms at 7pm)

Ifyou cannot attend the hearing, please place your comment in one of
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Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 156: Margaret McLane

Comment on the draft Tank Closure & Waste Management EIS:

The government needs to develop a new Manhattan project — to figure out what to do
with all our toxic waste. They put endless dollars into developing nuclear weapons, now
they need to put the dollars into cleaning it up.

The nuke waste is going to be toxic & deadly for centuries, so figure out what to do with
it! Hanford is an environmental disaster, and it seems that you’ve decided to give up on
cleaning it up, and bring more waste in instead. Clean up Hanford, and don’t bring any
more waste onsite until you’ve done so!

Margaret McLane

156-1

156-1

In general, the scope of this 7C & WM EIS does not include groundwater
remediation activity as part of the proposed actions evaluated. However, DOE
is implementing an extensive, ongoing cleanup program at Hanford, as required
under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or the TPA, a legal agreement between DOE,
Ecology, and EPA. The TPA identifies cleanup actions and schedules, called
milestones. The TPA agencies completed negotiations on several Hanford
cleanup projects, including the establishment of 29 additional and/or accelerated
groundwater and Columbia River protection milestones and target dates.
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Comment Period
Comment Title

Commentor No. 157: Tony Chhay

Through March 19, 2010

PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT TANK CLOSURE &
WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Submit your comments at the Seattle hearing on Monday, March 8
(Seattle Center, Northwest Rooms at 7pm)

Ifyou cannot attend the hea
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Operations at Hanford are affected and, in many cases, regulated by numerous
Federal legal requirements addressing environmental compliance, remediation,
planning, preservation, and waste management. The major Federal laws and
regulations and Executive orders that potentially apply to the alternatives
analyzed in this 7C & WM EIS are presented in Chapter 8.
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Commentor No. 158: Michael Hodapp

Comment Period
Comment Title

Through March 19, 2010

PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT TANK CLOSURE &
WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Submit your comments at the Seattle hearing on Monday, March 8
(Seattle Center, Northwest Rooms at 7pm)

Ifyou cannot attend the please place your comment in one of
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The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 4, 6A, and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval of
the tank waste and clean closure of all or part of the SST system. Decisions made
by DOE on the proposed actions will be based on a number of factors, including
health and safety, environmental, economic, and technical considerations; agency
statutory missions; and national policy considerations. The decisions on the
selected course of action and supporting rationale will be documented in a ROD
issued no sooner than 30 days after the EPA Notice of Availability for this Final
TC & WM EIS is published in the Federal Register.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

Chapter 2, Section 2.6.4, of this Final TC & WM EIS has been revised to include
a discussion of the Oregon Department of Energy’s proposal and how DOE has
addressed the range of reasonable alternatives for tank waste storage, retrieval,
and treatment and remediation of the existing tank farms in its original Tank
Closure alternatives. DOE has carefully considered the Oregon proposal and, as
explained in Section 2.6.4, has determined that it is not reasonable.
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Commentor No. 159: Lane Rasberry

Comment Period Through March 19, 2010

Comment Title PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT TANK CLOSURE &
WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Submit your comments at the Seattle hearing on Monday, March 8

(Seattle Center, Northwest Rooms at 7pm)

Ifyou cannot attend the hea ase place your comment in one of
the pre-addressed envelopes provided
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Commentor No. 160: Irene Kochendorfer

Comment Period
Comment Title

Through March 19, 2010

PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT TANK CLOSURE &
WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Submit your comments at the Seattle hearing on Monday, March 8
(Seattle Center, Northwest Rooms at 7pm)

Ifyou cannot attend the
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DOE directs the commentor to Chapter 2, Section 2.5.2.6, which describes Tank
Closure Alternatives 6A and 6B, both of which call for clean closure of the tank
farms. Under these alternatives, all 12 SST farms in the 200-East and 200-West
Areas would be clean-closed following deactivation. Clean closure of the tank
farms would involve removing all SSTs, associated ancillary equipment, and
contaminated soil to a depth of 3 meters (10 feet) below the tank base, all of
which would be managed as HLW. Where necessary, deep soil excavation would
be conducted to remove contamination plumes within the soil column.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 161: Bryan Croeni

Comment Period Through March 19, 2010

Comment Title PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT TANK CLOSURE &
WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Submit your comments at the Seattle hearing on Monday, March 8
(Seattle Center, Northwest Rooms at 7pm)
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The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 4, 6A, and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval
of the tank waste and clean closure of all or part of the SST system. This closure
includes the tank system, along with the vadose zone as impacted by the tank
farms (i.e., past leaks). Decisions made by DOE on the proposed actions will

be based on a number of factors, including health and safety, environmental,
economic, and technical considerations; agency statutory missions; and national
policy considerations. The decisions on the selected course of action and
supporting rationale will be documented in a ROD issued no sooner than 30 days
after the EPA Notice of Availability for this Final TC & WM EIS is published in
the Federal Register.

However, as discussed in the Summary, Section S.1.3.2, and Chapter 1,

Section 1.4.2, of this TC & WM EIS, DOE will not make decisions on
groundwater remediation, including the remediation of groundwater
contamination resulting from non-tank-farm areas in the 200 Areas, because
that is being addressed under the CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.) process.
DOE is implementing an extensive, ongoing cleanup program at Hanford, as
required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or the TPA, a legal agreement between
DOE, Ecology, and EPA. The TPA identifies cleanup actions and schedules,
called milestones. The TPA agencies completed negotiations on several Hanford
cleanup projects, including the establishment of 29 additional and/or accelerated
groundwater and Columbia River protection milestones and target dates.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 162: Anonymous

Through March 19, 2010

PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT TANK CLOSURE &
WASTE MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

Submit your comments at the Seattle hearing on Monday, March 8
(Seattle Center, Northwest Rooms at 7pm)

Ifyou cannot attend the
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Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.

The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 4, 6A, and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval of
the tank waste and clean closure of all or part of the SST system. Decisions made
by DOE on the proposed actions will be based on a number of factors, including
health and safety, environmental, economic, and technical considerations; agency
statutory missions; and national policy considerations. The decisions on the
selected course of action and supporting rationale will be documented in a ROD
issued no sooner than 30 days after the EPA Notice of Availability for this Final
TC & WM EIS is published in the Federal Register.
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Commentor No. 163: Dorothy Piontek
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The purpose of this 7C & WM EIS is to analyze the potential impacts of DOE’s
proposed actions to retrieve and treat the Hanford tank waste; close the Hanford
SST system; store and/or dispose of the waste generated from these tank waste
activities; decommission FFTF; and expand or upgrade waste management
capabilities to support ongoing and planned waste management activities for on-
and offsite waste to facilitate cleanup at Hanford and other DOE sites.
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Commentor No. 164: Lucinda Tate
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Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 165: Jean Dorene Smyth
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Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 166: Lydia Garvey
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The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 4, 6A, and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval of
the tank waste and clean closure of all or part of the SST system. Decisions made
by DOE on the proposed actions will be based on a number of factors, including
health and safety, environmental, economic, and technical considerations; agency
statutory missions; and national policy considerations. The decisions on the
selected course of action and supporting rationale will be documented in a ROD
issued no sooner than 30 days after the EPA Notice of Availability for this Final
TC & WM EIS is published in the Federal Register.

Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 167: Beth Standen

From: Beth Standen [bethstanden@earthlink.nef]
Sent: Thursday, March 11, 2010 3:33 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Hanford

| am writing to inform you that | oppose using Hanford as a national radioactive
waste dump.

I| 167-1

167-1

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 168: Marylia Kelley, Executive Director,
Tri-Valley CAREs

Tri-Valley CAREs

Communities Against a Radioactive Environment

2582 OlId First Street, Livermore, CA 94551 + (925) 443-7148 » www.trivalleycares.org

Peace Justice Environment
since 1983

March 11,2010

TC & WM EIS
P.O.Box 1178
Richland, WA 99352

Re: Comment on Draft Tank Closure & Waste M Envir
(TCWMEIS)

I Impact S

To Whom It May Concern:

Tri-Valley CAREs (TVC) is a non-profit organization founded in 1983 by Livermore, California area
residents to research and conduct public education and advocacy regarding the potential environmental, health
and proliferation impacts of the Department of Energy’s Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. On behalf
of our 5,600 members, Tri-Valley CAREs submits the following comments on the Draft Tank Closure & Waste
Management Environmental Impact Statement (TCWMEIS) for the Hanford Nuclear Reservation.

The Hanford Site is a nuclear production complex on the Columbia River in Washington. Today,
Hanford is already the most contaminated site in the Western Hemisphere. Yet, the U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE) proposes dumping even more radioactive wastes, endangering public health and environment. The draft
TCWMEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of DOE’s preferred alternatives for cleanup and of using
Hanford as a national mixed and low level radioactive waste dump, once vitrification plant is “operational.”
This preferred alternative presents unacceptable risks. In drafting the TCWMEIS, DOE blatanly ignores the
public’s interest, fails to analyze reasonable alternatives, and proposes to make Hanford a national radioactive
waste dump without fully cleaning up the existing contamination.

168-1

L The Proposed Alternative Results in an U ble Level of C: ion to the Local

Environment

Over a million gallons of deadly liquid High-Level Nuclear Waste have already leaked out from Single
Shell Tanks (SSTs), contaminating the groundwater and heading towards the Columbia River. In order to
further prevent this High-Level Nuclear Waste from leaking out of SSTs, DOE proposes to remove 99% of tank
wastes. While this “preferred alternative” will reduce the level of future contamination, removal of only 99% of
tank wastes will not significantly decrease existing contamination. Under DOE’s preferred alternative of
removing only 99% of the tank wastes, cancer risk from groundwater contamination would be 50 times the
State’s cancer risk standard! Granted that removal of 99.9% of tank wastes will still be 10 times the State’s
cancer risk standard, there is a significant reduction of cancer risk if DOE were to remove 99.9% of tank wastes.
Therefore, we recommend that DOE remove 99.9% of tank wastes in order to significantly decrease
groundwater contamination.

168-2

168-1

168-2

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 4, 6A, and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval
of the tank waste and clean closure of all or part of the SST system. This closure
includes the tank system, along with the vadose zone as impacted by the tank
farms (i.e., past leaks). DOE’s preferred retrieval option (i.e., to retrieve at

least 99 percent of the tank waste) is consistent with the TPA goal of residual
waste not exceeding 10.2 cubic meters (360 cubic feet) for 100-series tanks or
0.85 cubic meters (30 cubic feet) for the smaller 200-series tanks, corresponding
to 99 percent retrieval. Decisions made by DOE on the proposed actions will

be based on a number of factors, including health and safety, environmental,
economic, and technical considerations; agency statutory missions; and national
policy considerations. The decisions on the selected course of action and
supporting rationale will be documented in a ROD issued no sooner than 30 days
after the EPA Notice of Availability for this Final TC & WM EIS is published in
the Federal Register.
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Commentor No. 168 (cont’d): Marylia Kelley, Executive Director,

Tri-Valley CAREs

II. The DOE Must Remove the Tanks and Investigate and R
Already Emanating from Tank Leaks

diate the Soil C:

There is 35 million gallons of High Level Nuclear Waste stored in the oldest SSTs. Over a million
gallons has already leaked. Further, billions of gallons of waste have been discharged from tanks into the soils
near the SST “tank farm.” This poses a significant environmental and health risk, since contamination from
these tank leaks is spreading rapidly through the soil to the groundwater and is moving towards the Columbia
River. The risk of cancer, as a result of groundwater and soil contamination, is increasing significantly and will
only grow worse over time. This dire problem requires only one solution: that DOE remove the SSTs and clean
up the soil contamination in SST tank farms. However, the TCWMEIS does not reflect that DOE understands
the serious negative repercussions that may result from SST leaks, and fails to provide an effective solution to
this problem. DOE’s preferred alternative makes no mention of cleaning up the contamination; instead, DOE
proposes to leave forever the bulk of the contamination from SST leaks and deliberate discharge along with the
SST themselves under dirt caps. Without cleaning up the present contamination and preventing future SST
leaks, the contamination will continue to spread, and result in serious environmental and health risks to those
not only living in the surrounding areas, but also to those living hundreds of miles away (especially if the
contamination spreads to the Columbia River). Therefore, we recommend that DOE remove the SSTs and
investigate and remediate the soil contamination from SST leaks. “No Cleanup” of the leaked waste is an
unacceptable standard.

III.  Proper Treatment of Hanford’s High-Level Nuclear Waste

The 53 million gallons of liquid High-Level Nuclear Waste at Hanford needs to be treated and turned
into a stable glass form, through a process called Vitrification. The current vitrification plant, Waste
Treatement Plant (WTP), is still under construction, and will have the capacity to treat only half of the volume
of Low Activity Waste (LAW) from the tanks. Decision on how to treat the other half of LAW waste is
pending. DOE’s preferred alternative proposes to wait until after 2015 to make this critical decision of either
using vitrification, or using supplemental treatment options, like steam reforming, bulk vitrification, or cast
stone to treat LAW. The implications for waiting until 2015 means that the radioactive waste will continue,
thereby increasing the already grim problem of soil and groundwater contamination. Further, the supplemental
treatments have significant drawbacks, particularly for future contamination of groundwater and cancer risk if
LAW is buried in a landfill at Hanford. Therefore, we recommend that DOE should start funding a second
LAW facility in 2012 in order to have it ready to operate by 2022. Further, DOE should discard the
supplemental treatment option since they are less effective and less protective of the environment.

IV.  How and Where to Dispose of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste

DOE proposes two “waste management” alternatives for waste generated from on-site cleanup activities,
both of which include using Hanford as a national waste dump when DOE operates the vitrification plant. DOE
proposes to dispose of all the wastes in the currently existing 200 East landfill (and not construct a second
landfill at 200 West), which will add 3 million cubic feet of radioactive and radioactive toxic waste. The
TCWMEIS, however, fails to include an alternative of not using Hanford as a national radioactive and mixed
radioactive waste dump. Even without using either landfill as a national radioactive and “mixed” radioactive
hazardous waste dump, DOE’s analysis shows that either landfill location will cause high contamination and
cancer risks for thousands of years! Using the 200 East landfill at Hanford as a radioactive and hazardous waste
dump will increase radioactive contamination and cancer risk levels over the next thousand years by tenfold, to
100 times WA State’s cancer risk standards for toxic cleanup sites! In order to prevent this unacceptable
increase in contamination and cancer risk levels, we recommend that DOE consider not using Hanford as a
waste dump site. Further, DOE should limit wastes in Hanford landfills to amounts and types of Hanford clean-
up wastes which will not cause future leakage and violate cancer risk standards.

2

168-3

168-4

168-5

168-3

168-4

168-5

DOE recognizes that groundwater contamination from past leaks is a concern at
Hanford and its potential impact on communities downriver from Hanford. One
of the purposes of this 7C & WM EIS is to analyze potential impacts of DOE’s
proposed actions to retrieve waste from the buried tanks, treat and dispose of this
waste, and close the SST farms. This analysis is also intended to aid DOE in
making decisions regarding cleanup of the past leaks.

Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.

This TC & WM EIS evaluates the long-term impacts of different potential
approaches to closing the SST farms, ranging from no closure to complete
clean closure. As discussed in this 7C & WM EIS, the modeled responses of
the groundwater system (as indicated by the concentration of contaminants as a
function of time at the Core Zone Boundary) support the finding that past leaks
from SSTs are an important factor in determining future outcomes.

As discussed in the 7C & WM EIS Summary, Chapter 1, and Chapter 2, this
EIS analyzes additional waste treatment capability that includes expanding

the vitrification process capability currently being constructed in the WTP or
supplementing the WTP’s capability with supplemental treatment technologies.
Thus, decisions to be made by DOE regarding whether to treat all waste in the
WTP, as is or expanded, or to supplement its capacity by adding new treatment
capability depend on demonstrating the feasibility of supplemental treatment
technologies.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW

from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision

on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 168 (cont’d): Marylia Kelley, Executive Director,

Tri-Valley CAREs

V. Risks of Transporting Radioactive Waste to Hanford

DOE proposes trucking nearly 3 million cubic feet (or more than 2 trucks a day, every day for twenty
years) of radioactive and “mixed” radioactive wastes to Hanford under its preferred alternatives. This has
severe negative implications for the public since they will be exposed to the radiation from the trucks along the
routes. These shipments of radioactive waste cause fatal cancer in the communities along the truck routes that
would be greatly compounded by a reasonably foreseeable traffic accident or terrorist attack involving one of
the trucks, especially in a population center. Such event would result in hundreds of square miles of
contamination, evacuation of those areas, and over a thousand fatal cancers.

In addition, the draft TCWMEIS fails to address several important questions regarding the routes for the
transport of radioactive wastes. For example, will there be radioactive waste transported from California? If so,
when will the waste from CA be shipped and what routes will be taken to transport this waste? Will shipment of
waste from CA be examined in a separate NEPA document? Will there be public hearings on shipments of
waste from CA to Hanford?

VI.  Final Thoughts

Cleanup of the Hanford Nuclear Reservation is essential to prevent the spread of contamination, which
currently endangers public health and environment in Washington and beyond. Further, existing wastes will
create so much contamination that adding more waste is unconscionable. Therefore, DOE needs to analyze
additional sites and strategies besides using Hanford as a national radioactive waste dump site. Implementing
the preferred alternatives would set a dismal precedent for dealing with future radioactive waste. Thus, this
decision has significant impacts on other DOE operated facilities around the country, including our local site,
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory.

We look forward to the agencies response to our concerns and questions and a more thorough
alternatives and analysis in the final TCWMEIS. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Iti Talwar
Legal Intern, Tri-Valley CAREs

Scott Yundt
Staff Attorney, Tri-Valley CAREs

Marylia Kelley
Executive Director, Tri-Valley CAREs

2582 Old First Street

Livermore, CA 94551

Telephone: (925) 443-7148
Email: marylia@trivalleycares.org

168-5
cont’d
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Commentor No. 169: Gretchen Randolph

From: Gretchen Randolph [ahadkids@sterlink.net]

Sent: Thursday, March 11, 2010 8:57 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Citizen comment: Handford as the National Radioactive Waste Dump

No, do not turn Hanford into the National Radioactive Waste Dump. This is utterly
stupid, and will risk the lives and health of all of us in the Northwest. It isn’'t enough
that we can’'t even contain the radioactive water leaking toward the Columbia River,
you want to add more of the most toxic poison know to mankind to our area. Plus,
you are creating more radioactive trucks driving across our country. How safe is
that? Can you guarantee to keep those away from innocent people. Not to mention
the extreme cost of producing energy with nuclear plants.

We have wind power, solar power and so many other options for energy. Don’t

let this happen. Stop, Georgia from building more nuclear plants. Let them keep
their radioactive waste in Georgia. Fight the moneyed interests that try to turn your
department away from being our government, working to protect our citizens.

My Senator and my state rep are working on bills to stop the designation of
Hanford as the National Waste Dump. Do your part within the Department to clean
up Hanford, and not trash our beautiful NW.

Gretchen Randolph, Ph.D., PMHNP
grandolph@addportland.com
http://www.addportland.com

169-1

I| 169-2

169-3

169-1

169-2

169-3

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

Transportation of radioactive materials and waste to or from Hanford must
comply with DOT regulations in “Other Regulations Relating to Transportation”
(49 CFR Subtitle B), as well as state and local regulations. These regulations
include requirements for inspecting and surveying packages, containers, and
transport conveyances (truck and rail) prior to offsite transport. In addition,
Hanford’s PHMC Radiological Control Manual contains requirements for
transportation and receipt of radioactive material that include surveying and
decontaminating trucks, railcars, and any onboard packages as necessary
(Fluor Hanford 2006). Other DOE sites have their own radiological control
manuals and implementing procedures for ensuring trucks and railcars leaving
their sites meet contamination requirements.

Comment noted.
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Commentor No. 170: Kevin March

From: Anne and Kevin March [amarch@eoni.com]
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 9:07 AM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Hanford

Dear Mary Beth Burandt, US Dept. of Energy

Please do the right thing. Since they do not seem to be interested in cleaning the
radioactive plume beneath Hanford from leaking tanks, their hand must obviously
forced in this matter. The region will forever be altered if this plume is allowed to
reach the Columbia. There should not even be a question about the right thing to
do in this matter.

And yet the DOE is looking to allow more wastes being brought to Hanford from
outside the region in 2022? Absurd and inane.

| obviously strongly oppose this idea of adding waste to the already leaking and
toxic mess that is Hanford and request that you use your power to do the right
thing, also forcing the DOE to clean up the mess before even thinking of adding
more toxicity.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kevin March

206 Main Ave.

La Grande, OR 97850
amarch@eoni.com

170-1

170-2

170-1

170-2

Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

DOE recognizes the potential negative impacts on Hanford groundwater

that this offsite waste poses. The TC & WM EIS analysis shows that receipt

of offsite waste streams that contain specific amounts of certain isotopes,
specifically, iodine-129 and technetium-99, could cause an adverse impact on the
environment. Therefore, one means of mitigating this impact would be for DOE
to limit disposal of offsite waste streams at Hanford. Other mitigation measures,
such as recycling secondary-waste streams into the primary-waste-stream feeds
within the WTP to increase iodine-129 capture in ILAW and bulk vitrification, are
discussed in Chapter 7, Section 7.5, of this EIS.

uoISUIYSYY PUDIYITY ‘DJIS PAOJUDE]
oYy 40f Juawianis 1o0du] [PIUSUUOLIAUT JUdUWDSDUD N dISDY PUD NSO YUD]



S9C—¢

Commentor No. 171: Jan Castle

From: Jan Castle [jancastle@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 3:24 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Comments

These comments are in addition to my statements given at the USDOE hearing in
Portland, OR on Feb. 10, 2010. Regarding the TC&WMEIS.

Tank wastes

USDOE should retrieve a minimum of 99% of waste from each tank and determine
on a tank by tank basis what methods are required to remove as much of the last
1% as is technically feasible.

As tanks are emptied, soil under and around the tanks should be tested, excavated
and treated to the standard of “clean closure” rather than “landfill closure.” |
understand the concerns for worker safety, and the magnitude of the challenge as
expressed at the hearing by Mary Beth Burandt. But DOE’s own research shows
such devastating effects on the Columbia River, over the course of thousands

of years, that these challenges simply must be met. | am looking for much

more of a “can do” attitude from DOE, and an acknowledgement that it is simply
morally inconceivable to leave the wastes in place. If the scope and safety of this
excavation and treatment project is beyond what DOE knows how to handle today,
the necessary resources must be employed to find new methods. Two resources
which may be of value are these:

1. Amory Lovins of the Rocky Mountain Institute, who has worked extensively with
the US Army to make it's operations far more energy efficient and sustainable.

www.rmi.org

1820 Folsom Street
Boulder, CO 80302-5703
(303) 449-5226

2. Janine Benyus of the Biomimicry Institute, who pioneered the idea of looking at
how nature solves a given problem, and finding a way to imitate it.

www.biomimicryinstitute.org
257 West Front Street
Missoula, MT 59802-4301
(406) 728-4134

171-1

171-2

171-1

171-2

The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 4, 6A, and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval of
the tank waste and clean closure of all or part of the SST system. As required by
NEPA, this T7C & WM EIS addresses the impacts on both the short- and long-term
human environment. Workers related to the activities being analyzed are part of
the human environment, and impacts on workers are presented in Appendix K,
Section K.3.10 and Chapter 4, Sections 4.1.10, 4.2.10, and 4.3.10, of this EIS.
Decisions made by DOE on the proposed actions will be based on a number of
factors, including health and safety, environmental, economic, and technical
considerations; agency statutory missions; and national policy considerations.
The decisions on the selected course of action and supporting rationale will be
documented in a ROD issued no sooner than 30 days after the EPA Notice of
Auvailability for this Final TC & WM EIS is published in the Federal Register.

This EIS addresses the environmental impacts of retrieval, treatment, and
disposal of tank waste and final closure of the SST system. It also evaluates

the impacts of FFTF decommissioning, including the management of waste
generated by the decommissioning process. Finally, this 7C & WM EIS evaluates
the potential environmental impacts of ongoing solid-waste management
operations at Hanford, as well as the proposed disposal of Hanford LLW and
MLLW and a limited volume of offsite LLW and MLLW.

This EIS analyzed supplemental LAW treatment capability by building new
treatment facilities that are either part of (expanded LAW capacity) or separate
(bulk vitrification, steam reforming, or cast stone) from the WTP. As discussed
in Chapter 2, Section 2.12, DOE does not have a preferred alternative regarding
supplemental treatment for LAW. DOE believes it is beneficial to study further
the potential cost, safety, and environmental performance of supplemental
treatment technologies. DOE is committed to meeting its obligations under the
TPA regarding supplemental treatment for LAW.

Appendix E, Section E.1.3.3.1, discusses the DOE Technology Readiness
Assessment that included Business Case No. 7 (LAW First and Bulk Vitrification
with Tank Farm Pretreatment), i.e., early startup of the LAW treatment process.
However, at the time of the Drafi TC & WM EIS preparation, DOE had not made
a decision on whether to support implementation of this business case. Since
then, DOE has commissioned an external technical review of the system planning
for alternative supplemental treatment of LAW at Hanford (Kosson et al. 2008).
The report (Kosson et al. 2008) from this review concluded that, although
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Commentor No. 171 (cont’d): Jan Castle

Vitrification of high level wastes

USDOE should plan to start up the LAW portion of the WTP as soon as it’s done,
and start planning and funding a second LAW facility in 2012, have it operational
in 2022, to target vitrification of all wastes by 2040. USDOE should decide now to
discard the “supplemental treatments” as they are not as effective as vitrification.

Hanford as a national radioactive waste dump

This is unacceptable. Hanford’s mission is clean-up and | expect it to be cleaned
up to the highest extent that is technically feasible, not turned into a dump that will
continue to contaminate the Columbia River, and the groundwater at Hanford, for
thousands of years.

It is unacceptable to have nuclear waste trucked through our communities in either
eastern or western Oregon on their way to Hanford. DOE is in violation of NEPA
requirements for simultaneous disclosure of all actions by separating this EIS from
the one about GTCC wastes. Shipment of these wastes alone would constitute an
unacceptable risk to our citizens, just by exposure in passing traffic. The Portland
area experiences traffic gridlock under many circumstances, thus insuring exposure
to adults and children without their knowledge or consent. Your studies do not
include exposure risk to children, or accidents or sabotage of either GTCC or lower
level waste shipments.

The US government is bound by treaties with sovereign nations to return the
Hanford land to native use, and by the Endangered Species Act to protect salmon.
The decision to make Hanford a national radioactive waste dump was made based
on a flawed EIS, so the decision should be rescinded and reexamined. Based on
the evidence in this EIS of the effect on the river and groundwater, it is clear that
this plan should be abandoned. Because of these issues, this plan would be legally
indefensible in a court of law, which is where it would surely end up if not withdrawn.
As a taxpayer, | do not want money wasted on fruitless legal battles, | want it spent
on solutions.

Only clean-up waste that will not leak should be stored in landfills at Hanford.
Plutonium and other Transuranic wastes in the soil should be dug up, treated, and
disposed of in deep geological repositories. DOE should consider removing other
wastes from soils to a regulated commercial radioactive waste facility which is not
above a river or drinkable groundwater.

Decommissioning the FFTF

The Washington standard for decommissioning nuclear reactors requires removal
and site restoration; this should be done. The sodium and components should be
treated at Hanford, rather than being shipped to Idaho and back.

171-3

171-4

171-5

171-6

171-7

171-8

the current schedule for completion of the WTP LAW Vitrification Facility

and supporting facilities could support early treatment of LAW in 2014, such
early startup would require an interim pretreatment capability and the means

for disposition of secondary waste. Since 2008, DOE has been evaluating

the transition of the WTP from construction to commissioning. Information

on this strategy is provided in Appendix E, Section E.1.3.3.2, of this Final

TC & WM EIS. The 2020 Vision (WRPS and BNI 2011) evaluates some of the
elements identified in earlier DOE reports, but focuses on commissioning of the
WTP project and activities essential to starting up the LAW Vitrification Facility,
the Analytical Laboratory, and the BOF, as well as the Pretreatment Facility and
the HLW Vitrification Facility. For more information regarding the 2020 Vision,
please see Appendix E, Section E.1.3.3.2.

As discussed in the 7C & WM EIS Summary, Chapter 1, and Chapter 2, this
EIS analyzes additional waste treatment capability that includes expanding

the vitrification process capability currently being constructed in the WTP or
supplementing the WTP’s capability with supplemental treatment technologies.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.

DOE respectfully disagrees with the tribe’s position regarding tribal rights at
Hanford. There is substantial documentation indicating that the tribes understood
at the time the treaty was signed that the lands were no longer “unclaimed”

when they were claimed for the purposes of the white settlers’ activities. Most
of Hanford had been so “claimed” at the time it was acquired for Government
purposes in 1943. DOE is not aware of any judicially recognized mechanisms
that would allow these lands to revert to “unclaimed” status merely through the
process of being acquired by the Federal Government.
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Commentor No. 171 (cont’d): Jan Castle

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Tank Closure and Waste
Management EIS.

Jan Castle
16181 Parelius Circle

Lake Oswego, OR 97034

171-6

171-7

171-8

The portion of Hanford that remained in the public domain in 1943 (those lands
now under U.S. Bureau of Land Management ownership) as well as all the
acquired lands were closed to all access initially, first under authority of the War
Powers Act and then under the authority of the Atomic Energy Act. Therefore, it
is DOE’s position that Hanford lands are neither “open” nor “unclaimed.”

In addition, DOE recognizes that it must comply with the Endangered Species
Act. This is acknowledged in Chapter 8, Section 8.1.6, of this 7C & WM EIS and
is further discussed in the ecological resources sections of this EIS.

DOE recognizes the potential negative impacts on Hanford groundwater posed by
the offsite waste. The TC & WM EIS analysis shows that receipt of offsite waste
streams that contain specific amounts of certain isotopes, specifically, iodine-129
and technetium-99, could cause an adverse impact on the environment.
Therefore, one means of mitigating this impact would be for DOE to limit
disposal of offsite waste streams at Hanford. Other mitigation measures, such as
recycling secondary-waste streams into the primary-waste-stream feeds within
the WTP to increase iodine-129 capture in ILAW and bulk vitrification, are
discussed in Chapter 7, Section 7.5, of this final EIS.

Chapter 1, Section 1.4.1, states that DOE has committed to disposing of LLW
at Hanford in lined trenches, a change from the past disposal practice of using
unlined trenches. DOE ensures that disposal activities are protective of the
environment and meet regulatory requirements. (See Appendix E, Section E.3.3,
for the evolution of past disposal practices.)

Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.

Under NEPA, agencies identify the laws, regulations, and requirements that may
apply to the proposed action and alternatives and identify where standards may
be exceeded. Chapter 8 of this 7C & WM EIS provides both a listing and short
descriptions of the laws, regulations, and requirements that may apply to the
proposed actions, including FFTF decommissioning.
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Commentor No. 172: Anne M. Jess

From: Anne Jess [annemjess@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 7:43 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: EIS comment

March 12, 2010.

My name is Anne Jess and | live on Mercer Island, WA. | have lived in Washington
State since late 1981.

Here are my comments about the DRAFT Tank Closure and Waste Management
EIS for the Hanford site:

- DOE should remove and treat all (99.9%) of the tank waste.

- DOE should expand the ability of the Waste Treatment Plant (the vitrification
facility) to immobilize more waste by building more glass melters. This would allow
stabilization of the waste until other future disposal options can be determined.

- DOE should dispose of treated tank waste on-site for now. If another waste site is
developed off-site, then DOE could revisit that decision then.

- DOE should completely remove the underground waste storage tanks and some
of the contaminated soil beneath the tanks. DOE should NOT leave the tanks and
contaminated soil in place.

- DOE should NOT accept offsite waste and add it to Hanford’s waste inventory.

In other words,

Do a complete CLEAN CLOSURE of the tanks at Hanford, and the contaminated
ground underneath

and

DO NOT bring OFF-SITE WASTE to Hanford.

Please help clean up the toxic waste from our Washington “back yard.”
Thank you for including these comments for the EIS review.

Anne M Jess
Mercer Island, WA

172-1

172-2

172-1

172-2

The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 4, 6A, and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval
of the tank waste and clean closure of all or part of the SST system. DOE’s
preferred retrieval option (i.e., to retrieve at least 99 percent of the tank waste) is
consistent with the TPA goal of residual waste not exceeding 10.2 cubic meters
(360 cubic feet) for 100-series tanks or 0.85 cubic meters (30 cubic feet) for the
smaller 200-series tanks, corresponding to 99 percent retrieval. Decisions made
by DOE on the proposed actions will be based on a number of factors, including
health and safety, environmental, economic, and technical considerations; agency
statutory missions; and national policy considerations. The decisions on the
selected course of action and supporting rationale will be documented in a ROD
issued no sooner than 30 days after the EPA Notice of Availability for this Final
TC & WM EIS is published in the Federal Register.

As discussed in the 7C & WM EIS Summary, Chapter 1, and Chapter 2, this
EIS analyzes additional waste treatment capability that includes expanding

the vitrification process capability currently being constructed in the WTP or
supplementing the WTP’s capability with supplemental treatment technologies.
Thus, decisions to be made by DOE regarding whether to treat all waste in the
WTP, as is or expanded, or to supplement its capacity by adding new treatment
capability depend on demonstrating the feasibility of supplemental treatment
technologies.

This TC & WM EIS addresses alternatives for on- and offsite disposal of

treated tank waste, depending on the waste type. However, the scope of this

EIS does not include making a decision on the ultimate disposition of HLW

and any transportation related to such disposition. The current Administration

has established a Blue Ribbon Commission on America’s Nuclear Future that

has issued a report and recommendations for a path forward for managing the
country’s HLW. DOE’s decisions regarding management of Hanford waste will
be consistent with Administration policies. For a more comprehensive discussion
of this topic, see Section 2.10 of this CRD.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 173: Eldon Ball

From: Eldon Ball [eldonball@juno.com]
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 8:06 PM
To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: national radioactive waste dump

Hanford should never be considered as a radioactive waste dump! The present
radioactive waste, that was supposed to be cleaned up by now, is leaching toward
the Columbia River. If the river becomes contaminated, it would endanger the
health of 1 million people living down river! The national radioactive waste dump
should be in the Great Basin so it would not leach to the ocean. We had chosen a
site in Nevada years ago. Use it! Thanks.

Sincerely,
Eldon Ball, 3200 NE 140th St., #11, Seattle, WA 98125

173-1

” 173-2

173-1

173-2

In general, the scope of this 7C & WM EIS does not include groundwater
remediation activity as part of the proposed actions evaluated. DOE is
implementing an extensive, ongoing cleanup program at Hanford, as required
under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or the TPA, a legal agreement between DOE,
Ecology, and EPA. The TPA identifies cleanup actions and schedules, called
milestones. The TPA agencies completed negotiations on several Hanford
cleanup projects, including the establishment of 29 additional and/or accelerated
groundwater and Columbia River protection milestones and target dates.

Regarding the safe disposal of waste generated from nuclear energy production,
the current Administration has established a Blue Ribbon Commission on
America’s Nuclear Future that has issued a report and recommendations for

a path forward for managing the country’s HLW. DOE’s decisions regarding
management of Hanford waste will be consistent with Administration policies.

For a more comprehensive discussion of this topic, see Section 2.10 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 174: Elinor A. Graham

From: Steve Gary or Ellie Graham [gramgary@earthlink.net]
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2010 11:33 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: draft EIS

March 12, 2010
To US Dept of Energy
Re: Draft Tank Closure & Waste Management EIS for Hanford

| am a pediatrician who spent the first 13 years of my life (1943-56) living in small
towns around Walla Walla in the path of radiation exposure from Hanford. |
developed lung cancer, although | never smoked, at age 52. Most of my childhood
friends have had at least one form of cancer. We need to clean up Hanford in a
manner which reduces this risk for people living in the Tri-Cities area and everyone
downstream on the Columbia.

| am appalled at your draft plan for cleaning up Hanford and for advocating even
more radio-active waste be brought to that site where there is currently inadequate
containment of existing waste and significant evidence of contamination of water in
the Columbia as well as well water in the surrounding area.

We must have a plan that:

* Removes 99.9% of the tank wastes or to the limits of technical capabilities.

+ Insures that existing tanks that are leaking are closed and the soil remediated.
+ Starts the LAW vitrification immediately and expands this capability.

* Does not add more waste to the Handford site.

Peoples lives are in your hands and you need to act responsibily to provide
maximal protection for those lives as you correct past mistakes.

Yours,

Elinor A. Graham MD, MPH
5124 S. Graham St.
Seattle, WA 98118
XXX=-XXX-XXXX

174-1

174-2

174-3

174-1

174-2

The potential doses to, and health impacts on, the public and workers from past
Hanford operations have been the subject of a number of studies. Summaries

of these studies are presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.10.3, of this EIS. As
indicated in that section, the question of whether the population around Hanford
has elevated cancer incidence or cancer mortality is unresolved. One past study
showed no elevated levels of cancer around nuclear facilities, including Hanford;
another study of 16 counties near Hanford determined that cancer incidence in
white males and females was below the national average in most counties. The
counties in which the incidences of cancer were higher than the national average
were not those downwind of Hanford.

The Hanford Dose Reconstruction Project evaluated doses to, but not health
effects on, members of the public from releases from 1944 through 1972.
Airborne releases of iodine-131 from 1944 through 1957 were responsible for
most of the doses from air emissions. The largest organ doses were estimated
to be 24 to 350 rad to the thyroid. The maximum total effective dose equivalent
to an adult from air emissions over the period from 1944 through 1972 was
estimated to be 1 rem. The risk of a fatal cancer associated with a dose of 1 rem
is about 1 in 1,600. The maximum dose through releases to the Columbia River
(from eating nonmigratory fish) was estimated to be 1.4 rem.

Through this EIS, DOE evaluates the potential environmental and human health
impacts of proposed actions that would contribute to the cleanup of Hanford,
namely alternatives for the storage, retrieval, treatment, and disposal of tank
waste generated from defense plutonium production activities; closure of
SSTs; and FFTF decommissioning. This EIS also addresses disposal of LLW
and MLLW. The analyses include potential human health impacts (through

the air pathway) of normal operations, presented in Chapter 4, with details in
Appendix K (“Short-Term Human Health Risk Analysis”), as well as long-term
impacts (including through the groundwater and river pathway), presented in
Chapter 5, with details in Appendix Q (“Long-Term Human Health Dose and
Risk Analysis”).

DOE publishes an annual Hanford groundwater monitoring report documenting
conditions in groundwater across the site. This 7C & WM EIS contains a
comprehensive assessment of groundwater contamination that includes a
prediction of current conditions and comparison with field measurements
(Appendix U).
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Commentor No. 174 (cont’d): Elinor A. Graham

174-3

Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.

The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 4, 6A, and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval
of the tank waste and clean closure of all or part of the SST system. As discussed
in the 7C & WM EIS Summary, Chapter 1, and Chapter 2, this EIS analyzes
additional waste treatment capability that includes expanding the vitrification
process capability currently being constructed in the WTP or supplementing the
WTP’s capability with supplemental treatment technologies. Thus, decisions

to be made by DOE regarding whether to treat all waste in the WTP, as is or
expanded, or to supplement its capacity by adding new treatment capability
depend on demonstrating the feasibility of supplemental treatment technologies.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 175: Ed Martiszus

From: ed martiszus [martiszus@yahoo.com]
Sent: Saturday, March 13, 2010 7:08 PM
To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Cc: office@hoanw.org

Subject: Future Hanford Plans

I have been asked to make comments on Hanford future. I
want to say that Hanford has been contaminated more than
any area within the range of the Hubble telescope. The
people of the Northwest have suffered enough. I know I have
been a RN in Oregon for over 32 years. I cleaned up the
human debris from Hanford every day on the job. Early on I
put 2+2 together about all the environmental reports on
radioactive releases and what I was seeing at the bedside.
This area ( Columbia Basin) is contaminated with all the
radiation, air, land, and water pathways have already been
established to continually expose the population into the
forseeable future. That is a crime. Especially when it is
linked to making illegal nuclear weapons. To walk away and
say "good luck" to the Northwest is irresponsible and
criminal. Due process has been violated, human rights have
been violated, accountability and liability is in order in a
nation that struts around the world stage lecturing others
about "the rule of law". Let's see some rule of law. The tank
farm is another area that will not be ignored. Gravity
dictates Portland, OR be concerned. Portland draw water
from wells along the Columbia River when it isn't using Bull
Run. I have heard talk that they already have plutonium
contamination in them. So what we have now is a column of
toxic/radioactive material directly connected to the
Columbia. The high level truckloads 17,500. I ask what is
the dose at the rear tailgate? What is the dose if I get passed
three time s week in traffic? I have to end this, but I could
go on and on. I read the transcripts of the Hanford Health
Effects Subcommittee. Heartbreaking tale of genocide along
the Columbia. I also know about the fact that by US-DOE's
calculationssometime in the future you will only be able to
stand next to the Columbia River for 8 hours out of the year.
The most advanced, state of the art technology needs to be
employed to isolate toxic/radioactive wastes while we try to
figure out a way to move to more stable iootopes

Ed Martiszus, RN

99 it &1
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The potential doses to, and health impacts on, the public and workers from past
Hanford operations have been the subject of a number of studies. Summaries

of these studies are presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.10.3, of this EIS. As
indicated in that section, the question of whether the population around Hanford
has elevated cancer incidence or cancer mortality is unresolved. One past study
showed no elevated levels of cancer around nuclear facilities, including Hanford;
another study of 16 counties near Hanford determined that cancer incidence in
white males and females was below the national average in most counties. The
counties in which the incidences of cancer were higher than the national average
were not those downwind of Hanford.

The Hanford Dose Reconstruction Project evaluated doses to, but not health
effects on, members of the public from releases from 1944 through 1972.
Airborne releases of iodine-131 from 1944 through 1957 were responsible for
most of the doses from air emissions. The largest organ doses were estimated
to be 24 to 350 rad to the thyroid. The maximum total effective dose equivalent
to an adult from air emissions over the period from 1944 through 1972 was
estimated to be 1 rem. The risk of a fatal cancer associated with a dose of 1 rem
is about 1 in 1,600. The maximum dose through releases to the Columbia River
(from eating nonmigratory fish) was estimated to be 1.4 rem.

The purpose of Chapter 3, Section 3.2, of this 7C & WM EIS is to provide a
succinct discussion of the Hanford affected environment as a whole and as
relevant to the entire scope of proposed actions and alternatives considered

in this EIS. Key areas discussed include radiation, air, land, and water
impacts. To prepare this chapter, DOE used existing documentation. For
example, DOE annually publishes compilation and assessment reports

of groundwater monitoring data (Hanford site groundwater monitoring
reports, the latest of which is available at http://www.hanford.gov/page.cfm/
SoilGroundwaterAnnualReports) and of multimedia environmental monitoring
data (Hanford Site environmental reports [Poston, Duncan, and Dirkes 2011]),
which were used to prepare Chapter 3. The commentor is directed to those
documents for an indepth discussion of current conditions at the site.

Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 175 (cont’d): Ed Martiszus

175-4

175-5

175-6

Approximately 14,200 truck shipments would occur during transport of LLW and
MLLW from offsite sources to Hanford under the Waste Management alternatives
(see Chapter 4, Table 4-151, Waste Management Alternatives — Estimated
Number of Shipments). The dose to an MEI under incident-free transportation
conditions was estimated for a person caught in traffic and located 1.2 meters

(4 feet) from the surface of a remote-handled radioactive waste shipping
container for 30 minutes. This dose was calculated to be 10 millirem for a single
shipment. If a person were stuck in traffic three times next to this shipment,

then the cumulative dose would be 30 millirem. The dose would be less if the
shipment were contact-handled radioactive waste or if the person were stuck

in traffic next to the waste shipment for a shorter period of time or were farther
away. A dose of 10 millirem is roughly equivalent to that obtained from an x-ray
of a broken bone, and the risk of incurring a fatal cancer from such a small dose
would be 6 x 10, or 6 chances in 1,000,000, which is very low.

DOE respectfully disagrees with the commentor’s assertion that, in the future,
an individual will be able to stand next to the Columbia River for only 8 hours
per year. Elevated doses reported in the Draft TC & WM EIS for the Columbia
River nearshore location are due to non—-7C & WM EIS sources from which
impacts would have occurred in the past or would occur in the near future and
for which no remediation or access control was assumed in the analysis. Access
to the site is controlled, and these doses, estimated as part of a comprehensive
analysis, have not and would not occur. In addition, DOE is implementing an
extensive cleanup program at Hanford under RCRA, CERCLA, and the TPA.
Implementation of these cleanup projects will significantly reduce impacts of
sources identified as non—7C & WM EIS sources in the draft EIS.

This EIS analyzed supplemental LAW treatment capability by building new
treatment facilities that are either part of (expanded LAW capacity) or separate
(bulk vitrification, steam reforming, or cast stone) from the WTP. As discussed
in Chapter 2, Section 2.12, DOE does not have a preferred alternative regarding
supplemental treatment for LAW. DOE believes it is beneficial to study further
the potential cost, safety, and environmental performance of supplemental
treatment technologies. DOE is committed to meeting its obligations under the
TPA regarding supplemental treatment for LAW.

Appendix E, Section E.1.3.3.1, discusses the DOE Technology Readiness
Assessment that included Business Case No. 7 (LAW First and Bulk Vitrification
with Tank Farm Pretreatment), i.e., early startup of the LAW treatment process.
However, at the time of the Drafi TC & WM EIS preparation, DOE had not made
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Commentor No. 175 (cont’d): Ed Martiszus

a decision on whether to support implementation of this business case. Since
then, DOE has commissioned an external technical review of the system planning
for alternative supplemental treatment of LAW at Hanford (Kosson et al. 2008).
The report (Kosson et al. 2008) from this review concluded that, although

the current schedule for completion of the WTP LAW Vitrification Facility

and supporting facilities could support early treatment of LAW in 2014, such
early startup would require an interim pretreatment capability and the means

for disposition of secondary waste. Since 2008, DOE has been evaluating

the transition of the WTP from construction to commissioning. Information

on this strategy is provided in Appendix E, Section E.1.3.3.2, of this Final

TC & WM EIS. The 2020 Vision (WRPS and BNI 2011) evaluates some of the
elements identified in earlier DOE reports, but focuses on commissioning of the
WTP project and activities essential to starting up the LAW Vitrification Facility,
the Analytical Laboratory, and the BOF, as well as the Pretreatment Facility and
the HLW Vitrification Facility. For more information regarding the 2020 Vision,
please see Appendix E, Section E.1.3.3.2.
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Commentor No. 176: Kathy Andrew

From: Kathy Andrew [kandrew@eoni.com]
Sent: Sunday, March 14, 2010 10:14 PM
To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Comment for Draft TC & WM EIS

Dear Ms. Burandt,
Please accept this comment for the Draft TC & WM EIS for Hanford:

It is very clear to those living in this area that Hanford is not an appropriate site

for storage of nuclear waste generated in other parts of the country. It is located
extremely near to a large waterway which is vital for the entire Northwest region.
The Columbia is already severely endangered by nuclear toxicity currently in the
environment. It is simply ridiculous to compound toxicity problems which can be

argued to be the worst in the world by bringing even more nuclear waste to the site.

Additionally, because waste currently stored in the tanks will take until the middle
of this century to vitrify at the proposed plant, it does not seem there is any realistic
excess capacity for the vitrification plant.

| also believe that the nuclear contamination at Hanford should be cleaned up to
the absolute best of our ability i.e., 99.9% removal and vitrification of waste in the
tanks, as well as the remediation of the impacted soil and groundwater. | realize
that at this point remediation options may be limited, and that developing new
technologies and procedures for cleaning up the soil and groundwater poses many
challenges. However, we cannot do any less; and it is by rising to these sorts of
challenges that humanity progresses. Our nation would benefit in numerous ways.
First and obviously, we would not be living in a dangerously toxic environment

(it was my understanding from the study itself that conditions will only get worse

in the near future if nothing is done to clean up impacted soil and groundwater).
Secondly, we would derive significant economic benefits. Jobs would be created in
research and environmental cleanup, and much-needed new technologies would
be created. And thirdly, we would be showing our children and grandchildren how
to behave responsibly towards problems we have created. A “Can Do” attitude is
really the only option for the conundrum of Hanford!!

With Best Wishes,
Kathy Andrew

176-1
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Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

The impacts of the offsite waste in terms of radiological risk are presented in
the Summary, Section S.5.5.3, and Chapter 2, Section 2.10, Key Environmental
Findings. These sections discuss the radiological risk differences between
including and not including offsite waste disposal at IDF-East.

The TC & WM EIS analysis shows that receipt of offsite waste streams that
contain specific amounts of certain isotopes, specifically, iodine-129 and
technetium-99, could cause an adverse impact on the environment. Therefore,
one means of mitigating this impact would be for DOE to limit disposal of
offsite waste streams at Hanford. Other mitigation measures, such as recycling
secondary-waste streams into the primary-waste-stream feeds within the WTP to
increase iodine-129 capture in ILAW and bulk vitrification glass, are discussed in
Chapter 7, Section 7.5, of this final EIS.

DOE is not proposing treatment of offsite waste at the WTP or any facility at
Hanford, only disposal.

The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 4, 6A, and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval
of the tank waste and clean closure of all or part of the SST system. Options for
tank waste treatment encompass a variety of technologies, including vitrification.
DOE decisions based on the data presented in this EIS will be documented in

a ROD or a series of RODs, issued no sooner than 30 days after publication of
EPA’s Notice of Availability for this Final TC & WM EIS in the Federal Register.

This EIS addresses the environmental impacts of retrieval, treatment, and
disposal of tank waste and final closure of the SST system. It also evaluates the
impacts of FFTF decommissioning, including management of waste generated
by the decommissioning process. Finally, this 7C & WM EIS evaluates the
potential environmental impacts of ongoing solid-waste management operations
at Hanford, as well as the proposed disposal of Hanford LLW and MLLW and a
limited volume of offsite LLW and MLLW.

SaSUOASIY FO(T PUD SIUIWUIOY) I1GN = § UO1IIIS



Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hanford Site, Richland, Washington
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Commentor No. 178: Floy Jones
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Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

DOE respectfully disagrees with the commentor’s assertion that this

TC & WM EIS supports an estimate of 15 deaths per 11,000 individuals over

the long term. The long-term dose assessment completed for this EIS estimates
dose and risk for individuals over the long term, but does not accumulate impacts
across generations. While even low doses are of concern, this 7C & WM EIS is
consistent with ICRP guidance that uncertainties of future medical technology
and of population size, makeup, and behavior are so great that accumulation

of low doses over long timeframes would not provide a reasonable basis for
decisions on radiation protection (Valentin 2007).
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Commentor No. 179: Cass Martinez
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Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW

from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision

on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with

some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport

and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 180: Bill Tattam
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In general, the scope of this 7C & WM EIS does not include groundwater
remediation activity as part of the proposed actions evaluated. However, DOE
is implementing an extensive, ongoing cleanup program at Hanford, as required
under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or the TPA, a legal agreement between DOE,
Ecology, and EPA. The TPA identifies cleanup actions and schedules, called
milestones. The TPA agencies completed negotiations on several Hanford
cleanup projects, including the establishment of 29 additional and/or accelerated
groundwater and Columbia River protection milestones and target dates.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 181: Jane Howell

From: Jane Howell [jhowell@eou.edu]
Sent: Monday, March 15, 2010 1:33 PM
To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Hanford Comments

My name is Jane Howell, | live in La Grande and attended your Hanford meeting at
EOU. | am not much of a public speaker so | am voicing my concerns in this email.

1. 1 do not want Hanford to be the National Depository for Nuclear waste. The
Columbia river is the gateway to the northern west coast and the effects that the
waste could have on the Northwest is too extreme for Hanford to be a safe place
for more waste.

2. | do not want anymore waste to come to Hanford ever! We have too much waste
to deal with now and the land is too fragile to take on more.

3. I want to have the waste that is currently in the holding tanks and in the ditches
at Hanford to be cleaned to the 99.9%

4. | am concerned about the years it will take to do anything and want to know
what is happening now to protect people and the Columbia.

5. Do the right thing for the people, animals and our water supply. We are all
counting on the Government to be safe in the solidification process!

6. Please do not allow hypothetical solutions to protect our mother earth. Stop
playing with fire and figure out the real solution to our national nuclear waste
problem.

7. | do not want bio-hazardous materials trucked down the freeway like any other
product. If people want to use bio-hazardous materials they need to discover onsite
solutions.

Jane Howell
307 N Ave

La Grande, OR
97850

XXX XXX XXXX

181-1

181-2

181-3

181-4

181-1

181-2

181-3

181-4

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 4, 6A, and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval of
the tank waste and clean closure of all or part of the SST system. Decisions made
by DOE on the proposed actions will be based on a number of factors, including
health and safety, environmental, economic, and technical considerations; agency
statutory missions; and national policy considerations. The decisions on the
selected course of action and supporting rationale will be documented in a ROD
issued no sooner than 30 days after the EPA Notice of Availability for this Final
TC & WM EIS is published in the Federal Register.

As noted in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.2, the six sets of cribs and trenches (ditches)
that are contiguous to the SSTs are CERCLA past-practice units. These would
fall under the barriers placed over the SSTs during closure. They are evaluated in
this EIS as part of a connected action because they would be influenced by barrier
placement. However, closure of these CERCLA past-practice units is not part of
the proposed actions for this EIS. Closure of these units would be addressed at a
later date.

This TC & WM EIS addresses proposed actions to retrieve and treat the
Hanford tank waste; close the Hanford SST system; store and/or dispose of

the waste generated from these tank waste activities; decommission FFTF;

and expand or upgrade waste management capabilities to support ongoing and
planned waste management activities for on- and offsite waste to facilitate
environmental cleanup activities at Hanford and other DOE sites. See response
to comment 181-2 regarding future DOE decisions.

DOE assumes the commentor is referring to radioactive waste as “bio-hazardous
materials.” The transportation of radioactive materials must comply with DOT
regulations, while the packages containing the materials must comply with NRC
regulations, as described in this 7C & WM EIS, Appendix H, Section H.3.
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Commentor No. 182: Tom Seppalainen, Philosophy Department,

Portland State University

From: Tom Seppalainen [seppalt@pdx.edu]

Sent: Monday, March 15, 2010 4:17 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: EIS Comment

Attachments: Hanford TCWM EIS from PSU PhiloDept.pdf

Please see attch for a public comment (I'll also have a hard-copy sent)
Best regards,
Tom

Tom Seppalainen
Chair
Department of Philosophy

XXX XXX Xxxx office

XXX XXX XXXX fax
seppalt@pdx.edu
www.philosophy.pdx.edu

Office hours:

Monday 11am-1pm
Thursday 9am-10am

Neuberger Hall, 393B

724 SW Harrison

Portland, Oregon 97201

PO Box 751

Portland, Oregon 97207-0751

Response side of this page intentionally left blank.

SaSUOASIY FO(T PUD SIUIWUIOY) I1GN = § UO1IIIS



¢

Commentor No. 182 (cont’d): Tom Seppalainen, Philosophy Department,

Portland State University

Portland State

UNIVERSITY
College of Liberal Arts and Sciences
Philosophy

Post Office Box 751 503 725 3524 tel
Portland, Oregon 97207-0751 503 725 8984 fax

March 12, 2010

Mary Beth Burandt, Document Manager
Office of River Protection

U.S. Department of Energy

Post Office Box 1178 Richland, WA 99352

Dear Ms. Burandt:

Pertaining to the recent Tank Closure and Waste Management Environmental Impact
Statement conducted by the US Department of Energy for the Hanford site, we are
contributing a public comment for the following points:

e Further investigation of broader regional well-being is called for in such a review
of environmental impacts. In particular, the EIS insufficiently recognized the 182-1
perspectives and values of both the Native community and citizens in this region.

e More generally, long term value sets were not included in this EIS. As this has
been the case throughout the history of decision making at Hanford, it is due time
to include such elements, even in ‘technological’ reviews. This is particularly 182-2
crucial given the effects on many future generations and the degree of
contamination.

e We are also concerned about proposals to transport more waste to Hanford
without sufficient citizen input and discussion. The community deserves a
significant opportunity to represent concerns about the high threats of civilian
exposure and possible massive evacuation in the case of a transportation accident.

182-3

e Finally, further research and development should be conducted for tank waste
retrieval, technetium immobilization, and ground water contamination modeling. 182-4
The investment in such R&D would prove a shift in technique from “doing it
quickly” to “doing it right”.

We appreciate the extended public comment period and the opportunity to contribute to
this locally- and globally-significant project.

}imzerel;/, pa—
| K )
Tom Seppalainen, Ph.D-

Chair

182-1

182-2

182-3

The perspectives and values of both the American Indian community and the
citizens in this region are among the factors driving the current ORP mission

to clean up the chemical and radioactive wastes left behind from the previous
Hanford mission of defense-related nuclear research, development, and weapons
production activities. DOE recognizes that the tribes feel a strong connection and
association with their surrounding environment. For example, DOE appreciates
receiving the Nez Perce Tribe’s narrative, which provides its perspectives.

DOE included this narrative in this Final TC & WM EIS as part of a new
appendix (Appendix W), with references to this appendix added in the main
volume of this EIS. Also, this EIS includes a number of analyses of the potential
impacts of the various alternatives on the local American Indian population over
the short term (see Appendix J) and long term (see Appendix Q).

Chapter 8 of this 7C & WM EIS identifies the laws, regulations, and other
requirements that potentially apply to the alternatives. Throughout this EIS, the
standards established by EPA, Ecology, NRC, DOE, and others, as applicable to
the particular subject matter, are identified, and the results of the impact analyses
are compared with these standards.

As discussed in the Summary, this 7C & WM EIS analyzes additional waste
treatment capability, including expanding the vitrification process capability
currently being constructed in the WTP (i.e., constructing a second vitrification
plant or supplementing the WTP’s capability with supplemental treatment
technologies). Thus, decisions to be made by DOE regarding whether to treat

all waste in the WTP, as is or expanded, or to supplement its capacity by adding
new treatment capability depend on demonstrating the feasibility of supplemental
treatment technologies. This demonstration process is discussed in further detail
in Appendix E of this TC & WM EIS.

For the Draft TC & WM EIS, eight public hearings were held within a 185-day
comment period for members of the public to express their concerns and ask
questions.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 182 (cont’d): Tom Seppalainen, Philosophy Department,

Portland State University

182-4

This EIS analyzed supplemental LAW treatment capability by building new
treatment facilities that are either part of (expanded LAW capacity) or separate
(bulk vitrification, steam reforming, or cast stone) from the WTP. As discussed
in Chapter 2, Section 2.12, DOE does not have a preferred alternative regarding
supplemental treatment for LAW. DOE believes it is beneficial to study further
the potential cost, safety, and environmental performance of supplemental
treatment technologies. DOE is committed to meeting its obligations under the
TPA regarding supplemental treatment for LAW.

Appendix E, Section E.1.3.3.1, discusses the DOE Technology Readiness
Assessment that included Business Case No. 7 (LAW First and Bulk Vitrification
with Tank Farm Pretreatment), i.e., early startup of the LAW treatment process.
However, at the time of the Drafi TC & WM EIS preparation, DOE had not made
a decision on whether to support implementation of this business case. Since
then, DOE has commissioned an external technical review of the system planning
for alternative supplemental treatment of LAW at Hanford (Kosson et al. 2008).
The report (Kosson et al. 2008) from this review concluded that, although

the current schedule for completion of the WTP LAW Vitrification Facility

and supporting facilities could support early treatment of LAW in 2014, such
carly startup would require an interim pretreatment capability and the means

for disposition of secondary waste. Since 2008, DOE has been evaluating

the transition of the WTP from construction to commissioning. Information

on this strategy is provided in Appendix E, Section E.1.3.3.2, of this Final

TC & WM EIS. The 2020 Vision (WRPS and BNI 2011) evaluates some of the
elements identified in earlier DOE reports, but focuses on commissioning of the
WTP project and activities essential to starting up the LAW Vitrification Facility,
the Analytical Laboratory, and the BOF, as well as the Pretreatment Facility and
the HLW Vitrification Facility. For more information regarding the 2020 Vision,
please see Appendix E, Section E.1.3.3.2.
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Commentor No. 183: Nancy Kroening

From: nancy newkirk [greeniefrost@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, March 15, 2010 4:36 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Comments on EIS

Dear People:
Following are my comments re: the EIS re: putting more nuclear waste at Hanford:

Please drop all consideration of using Hanford as a national radioactive waste
dump. (In fact, the Statement should be re-issued to include an alternative in
which Hanford is not receiving off-site radioactive wastes). There has not been
anywhere enough progress at the Hanford site to warrant even considering placing
more waste there, in my opinion!

The Environmental Impact Statement shows that existing wastes at Hanford
will create so much contamination that adding more wastes would be “way bad”
due to soil, water, and air contamination and the ability of the contractors to deal
with any of it. | noted when we passed by there that there is FOOD growing
downwind of Hanford! We eat that food!

| stress that the Department of Energy must cleanup the contamination from
High-Level Nuclear Waste tank leaks and billions of gallons of discharges that
occur NOW.

They need to empty the tanks to 99.9% & fully remove the tanks from the ground
instead of leaving them there to recontaminate the groundwater & the Columbia
River over the next thousand years.

Our family has a big interest in this because our grandchildren spend time in
Richland, WA, right next door to Hanford.

The people of Washington spoke loudly and clearly when they voted to NOT have
more waste at Hanford. | want the federal government to honor the people’s wish.

Thank you.
Nancy Kroening, 123 East Calavar Road, Phoenix, AZ 85022

183-1

183-2

183-3

183-1
cont’d

183-1

183-2

183-3

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

The impacts of the offsite waste in terms of radiological risk are presented in
the Summary, Section S.5.5.3, and Chapter 2, Section 2.10, Key Environmental
Findings. These sections discuss the radiological risk differences between
including and not including offsite waste disposal at IDF-East.

The TC & WM EIS analysis shows that receipt of offsite waste streams that
contain specific amounts of certain isotopes, specifically, iodine-129 and
technetium-99, could cause an adverse impact on the environment. Therefore,
one means of mitigating this impact would be for DOE to limit disposal of
offsite waste streams at Hanford. Other mitigation measures, such as recycling
secondary-waste streams into the primary-waste-stream feeds within the WTP to
increase iodine-129 capture in ILAW and bulk vitrification glass, are discussed in
Chapter 7, Section 7.5, of this final EIS.

DOE recognizes that groundwater contamination from past leaks is a concern
at Hanford and its potential impact on communities downriver from Hanford.
One of the purposes of this 7C & WM EIS is to analyze potential impacts of
DOE’s proposed actions to retrieve waste from the buried tanks, treat and
dispose of this waste, and close the SST farms. This analysis is also intended
to aid DOE in making decisions regarding cleanup of the past leaks. The TPA,
a legal agreement between DOE, Ecology, and EPA, identifies cleanup actions
and schedules, called milestones. The TPA agencies completed negotiations on
several Hanford cleanup projects, including the establishment of 29 additional
and/or accelerated groundwater and Columbia River protection milestones and
target dates.

The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 4, 6A, and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval of
the tank waste and clean closure of all or part of the SST system. Decisions made
by DOE on the proposed actions will be based on a number of factors, including
health and safety, environmental, economic, and technical considerations; agency
statutory missions; and national policy considerations. The decisions on the
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Commentor No. 183 (cont’d): Nancy Kroening

selected course of action and supporting rationale will be documented in a ROD
issued no sooner than 30 days after the EPA Notice of Availability for this Final
TC & WM EIS is published in the Federal Register.
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Commentor No. 184: Vivian Adams

From: vha@icehouse.net

Sent: Monday, March 15, 2010 6:37 PM
To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Hanford Reach

Dear USDOE:

Please remove Hanford from your consideration as a national waste dump. Look
for a further alternative that would not endanger a river.

Please do not reopen FFTF. It should be dismantled entirely.
Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Vivian Adams

3526 S Cook St
Spokane, WA 99223
vha@icehouse.net

|| 184-1
Il 184-2

184-1

184-2

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the
decision on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for
disposal (with some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is
operational, subject to appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive
discussion on the transport and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of
this CRD.

DOE issued a ROD (66 FR 7877; January 26, 2001) for the NI/ PEIS

(DOE 2000a) wherein DOE announced its decision that FFTF would be
permanently deactivated. As discussed in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.2 (Decisions
Not to Be Made), DOE is not considering restarting FFTF. The scope of this
TC & WM EIS is to address the final decommissioning of FFTF.
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Commentor No. 185: Martha Lightfoot

From: Martha Lightfoot [martha.lightfoot@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, March 15, 2010 7:31 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Handford Nuclear Waste Site

| believe that all of the existing waste at Handford should be cleaned up- 99.9 or
100%. Including all structure above and under ground, all dry casks, all soil, all
water.

| do not believe that Handford should become a nuclear waste repository for the
country. The area around the Hanford site is already so contaminated the DOE
itself says they have never tackled such a large clean-up. To add more waste
would simply compound an already difficult situation. To not clean it up and simply
add more waste on top of it is unconscionable, and callous in its disregard for
human life & public health, and for the earth and the water supply that would be
contaminated forever in human terms.

| do not support the trucking of radioactive waste across the country. The danger
involved to innocent people even if everything goes according to plan is too high.
The potential risk of accidents, the vulnerability to attacks, the radiation danger to
the drivers and the people, especially children and pregnant women, whose paths
may cross that of the trucks is too great.

| do not support any federal or state subsidies for new nuclear power. | support
putting that money into truly renewable forms of energy, and into cleaning up and
safeguarding existing nuclear waste. The only way to safely deal with nuclear
waste is to stop making it.

Martha Lightfoot, Portland Oregon.

Growth, control, and repose. These three need to exist in balance to make for a
good forest of thought. The difficult task for the caretaker of the forest is to ensure
watering the right areas, trimming back unaesthetic overgrowth, being cautious of
the growth of weeds, transplanting less-thriving species to find greater strengths,
and planting new seeds. But most important, ultimately knowing when to leave the
forest alone. John Maeda

185-1

185-2

185-3

185-4

185-1

185-2

185-3

The impacts of different levels of tank waste retrieval and of different types of
SST system closure are addressed in the 7C & WM EIS analyses. These include
Tank Closure Alternatives 4, 6A, and 6B, which evaluate 99.9 percent retrieval
of the tank waste and clean closure of all or part of the SST system. DOE’s
preferred retrieval option (i.e., to retrieve at least 99 percent of the tank waste) is
consistent with the TPA goal of residual waste not exceeding 10.2 cubic meters
(360 cubic feet) for 100-series tanks or 0.85 cubic meters (30 cubic feet) for the
smaller 200-series tanks, corresponding to 99 percent retrieval. DOE has already
begun the process of retrieving waste from the tanks, such as tanks located in
Waste Management Area C. Decisions made by DOE on the proposed actions
will be based on a number of factors, including health and safety, environmental,
economic, and technical considerations; agency statutory missions; and national
policy considerations. The decisions on the selected course of action and
supporting rationale will be documented in a ROD issued no sooner than 30 days
after the EPA Notice of Availability for this Final TC & WM EIS is published in
the Federal Register.

This TC & WM EIS addresses proposed actions to retrieve and treat the Hanford
tank waste; close the Hanford SST system; store and/or dispose of the waste
generated from these tank waste activities; decommission FFTF; and expand

or upgrade waste management capabilities to support ongoing and planned

waste management activities for on- and offsite waste to facilitate cleanup at
Hanford and other DOE sites. The analyses contained in this EIS are based

on the best-available, referenceable waste inventory estimates DOE could find
and/or develop. These radioactive and chemical inventories are presented

in Appendices D and S. In general, this 7C & WM EIS does not include
groundwater remediation activity as part of the proposed actions evaluated. DOE
is implementing an extensive, ongoing cleanup program at Hanford, as required
under RCRA, CERCLA, and the TPA, a legal agreement between DOE, Ecology,
and EPA. The TPA identifies cleanup actions and schedules, called milestones.
The TPA agencies completed negotiations on several Hanford cleanup projects,
including the establishment of 29 additional and/or accelerated groundwater and
Columbia River protection milestones and target dates.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
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Commentor No. 185 (cont’d): Martha Lightfoot

185-4

appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

Funding or subsidizing renewable energy sources and nuclear energy production
and its resulting waste are not within the scope of this 7C & WM EIS. Regarding
the safe disposal of waste generated from nuclear energy production, the current
Administration has established a Blue Ribbon Commission on America’s
Nuclear Future that has issued a report and recommendations for a path forward
for managing the country’s HLW. DOE’s decisions regarding management

of Hanford waste will be consistent with Administration policies. For a more
comprehensive discussion of this topic, see Section 2.10 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 186: Catherine Kettrick

From: Catherine Kettrick [catherine@performanceschool.org]
Sent: Monday, March 15, 2010 8:25 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Clean up Hanford

Do not bring any more radioactive waste to Hanford. What is there now is leaking
and heading to the Columbia River. It will poison the river, kill fish, cause cancers,
pollute the water we use for irrigation, transportation, recreation. 186-1

Clean up Hanford, please.
Sincerely

Catherine Kettrick, Ph.D., CSC
Director, The Performance School
XXX-XXX-XXXX

186-1

In general, the scope of this 7C & WM EIS does not include groundwater
remediation activity as part of the proposed actions evaluated. DOE is
implementing an extensive, ongoing cleanup program at Hanford, as required
under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or the TPA, a legal agreement between DOE,
Ecology, and EPA. The TPA identifies cleanup actions and schedules, called
milestones. The TPA agencies completed negotiations on several Hanford
cleanup projects, including the establishment of 29 additional and/or accelerated
groundwater and Columbia River protection milestones and target dates.
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Commentor No. 187: William Vertal

From: William Vertal [raymondovichmm@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, March 15, 2010 8:45 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: hanford

The proposal to add to the hazardous material at the Hanford facility is completely
unacceptable. There is a list of major high risk and deadly issues that should be
dealt with first:

40 miles of unlined trenches that will be left with high risk material that may be left
untreated and with no accounting of the material.

Plutonium that may leach into the Columbia River and increase in toxicity to 300
times drinking water standards.

With the knowledge we have of the risks and costs of taking on a new material
or waste without having an understanding of proper disposal or recycling seems
unfathomable in this century.

W S Vertal / Forest Grove, OR
Raymondovich

187-1

187-1

As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.2, of this 7C & WM EIS, groundwater
contamination in the non-tank-farm areas of the 200 Areas (which include

cribs, trenches [ditches], and unlined solid-waste trenches), as well as sources

of plutonium, is being addressed under CERCLA, which will also satisfy
substantive RCRA and Washington State Hazardous Waste Management Act
corrective action requirements. Contamination in the vadose zone resulting

from tank farm past leaks will be addressed during the SST closure process.

The cumulative impacts analysis for this 7C & WM EIS (see Appendix U and
Chapter 6) includes the vadose zone of the 200 Areas in addition to other areas of
Hanford.

Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 188: Kathy M. Haviland

From: Kathy Haviland [kathymhaviland@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, March 15, 2010 9:36 PM

To: tc&wmeis@saic.com

Subject: Submission of Comment

| wish to add my name to the list of citizens who are opposed to the Department of
Energy’s intent or “preferred “ decisions at the Hanford site.

It is nothing less than inhuman to not clean up the million gallons of radioactive
waste that has already leaked from the High-Level Waste tanks or the forty miles of
unlined soil trenches.

| support dismantling the FFTF reactor and not entombing it.
| am totally against any more nuclear waste being deposited at Hanford.
Sincerely,

Kathy M. Haviland
107 NE 43rd Street
Seattle, WA 98105

188-1

188-1

Cleanup of Hanford is a major goal of implementing the preferred alternatives
presented in this 7C & WM EIS. The commentor is referred to Chapter 2,
Section 2.12, for a discussion of the Preferred Alternatives for tank closure,
FFTF decommissioning, and waste management. While implementation of the
Preferred Alternatives would go a long way toward achieving cleanup of the site,
not all actions related to cleanup are addressed in this 7C & WM EIS.

As stated in Chapter 1, Section 1.4.2, of this EIS, the groundwater contamination
in the non-tank-farm areas within the 200 Areas (including the burial grounds,
cribs, and trenches [ditches]) is being addressed under CERCLA, which will also
satisfy substantive RCRA and Washington State Hazardous Waste Management
Act corrective action requirements. Contamination in the vadose zone resulting
from tank farm past leaks would be addressed in the SST closure process.

The cumulative impacts analysis for this 7C & WM EIS (see Appendix U and
Chapter 6) includes the vadose zone of the 200 Areas in addition to the other
areas of Hanford.

Regarding the status of groundwater contamination and remediation at Hanford,
groundwater remediation activities, as required under RCRA, CERCLA, and/or
the TPA, are in various stages of assessment, risk-based end-state development,
corrective action, and/or active remediation. For a more comprehensive
discussion of remediation at Hanford, see Section 2.3 of this CRD.
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Commentor No. 189: Robert W. Batty, Washington State Chapter,
Republicans for Environmental Protection

WASHINGTON STATE CHAPTER

National Office

971 8. Centerville Rd. #139
Sturgis, M 49091-2502
Phone: 269.651.1808

** % Republicans for x x & WWW.rep.org
Environmental Protection

March 12, 2010

Mary Beth Burandt

EIS Document Manager

DOE Office of River Protection
PO Box 1178

Richland Washington 99352

RE: Draft TC&WM EIS Comments
L. INTRODUCTION SUMMARY

This letter is the official comments letter on the Draft Hanford Tank Closure and Waste
Management Environmental Impact Statement (hereinafter “EIS”) dated 10/16/09
submitted by the Washington Chapter of Republicans for Environmental Protection
(“WAREP”). While we acknowledge DOE's and Washington Ecology’s hard work in
developing and publishing the draft EIS, we have concluded that there are deficiencies
in it that, if eliminated, would provide a clearer, more effective path toward accomplishing
the DOE’s Mission at Hanford which, in the words in the Cover Sheet to the EIS is now
“focused on the cleanup of those wastes [from earlier Hanford activities] and ultimate
closure of Hanford". We believe failure to focus on the above-referenced mission is a
primary risk in following some of the preferred alternatives proposed by DOE and our
comments are geared toward keeping that focus aligned with that Mission. Toward that
end our primary recommendations (developed in detail below) are as follows: 189-1

A. Failure to Provide all Alternatives With a “No Offsite Waste” Option

We believe the EIS is deficient on its face in that 5 of the alternatives in Table S-1
(numbers 3A through 5) are proposed with offsite waste included. We believe that
alternatives 3A through 5 should, at a minimum include no-offsite-waste sub-
alternatives. Failure to do so forces those evaluating the EIS to choose possibly less
beneficial alternatives in order to achieve a no-offsite-waste goal, which is a primary
concern for many other parties as further discussed at section 1.C. below. If offsite
waste treatment must remain in the EIS (we think it is best eliminated per paragraph
I.C. below), the altemnatives that include it should include no-offsite-waste
sub-alternatives. Note that the underlined Mission Statement above says nothing
about processing offsite waste.

189-1

This TC & WM EIS addresses proposed actions to retrieve, treat, and dispose

of Hanford tank waste; decommission FFTF; and expand or upgrade waste
management capabilities to support ongoing and planned waste management
activities for on- and offsite waste to facilitate environmental cleanup activities at
Hanford and other DOE sites. None of the Tank Closure alternatives, including
Alternatives 3A through 5, include specific provisions for receiving offsite

waste. Rather, the receipt of offsite waste is addressed as a component of Waste
Management Alternatives 1 through 3.

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.
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B. WAREP's Preferred Alternative is #6B (Using “Option Case” vs. “Base Case” Sub-
Alternative) for Tank Closure

As further developed in Section IV. of this letter below, WAREP has selected
Alternative #6B (using the “Option Case” vs. “Base Case” sub-alternative) as its
preferred choice for Tank Closure. If Alternative #4 had been presented with a no-
offsite-waste sub option, we would have considered it more carefully, but our
concern in that respect, expressed at |.C. below, led us to remove it from
consideration summarily due to the primacy of the offsite waste concern. Thus our
belief that the EIS fails to provide all reasonable alternatives per I.A. above. We have
also added a risk management recommendation to the alternative #6B
implementation plan (adding DST s to the process if delays cause increased risk of
SST failure).

189-2

C. Elimination of Offsite Waste In-Shipment, Processing and Storage from the Process

While WAREP shares the concerns of the many groups and individuals about offsite
waste issues, its primary concern in this response to the EIS is that including offsite
waste substantially increases the risk that the delays and other problems it adds will
result in the Cleanup objectives for Tank Closure to not be achieved. In addition to
technical concerns, public support for any cleanup plan will be severely hampered if
offsite waste is included. While the moratorium on shipping in offsite waste until the
Waste Treatment Plant (WTP) is completed, as discussed below, is a good step,

it does not carry sufficient weight in that form to engender confidence that it will not
become an impediment to the primary focus (Tank Cleanup). We believe elimination
of offsite waste treatment is in the best interest of the DOE, State of Washington and
everyone affected by the Cleanup Plan for Hanford. We are encouraged by the
similarity of our views with those of Washington Ecology and, consequently, it
appears that we will be able to work closely with them in follow up work on this
letter. See section V. of this letter below for more details about the need to

eliminate offsite waste In-Shipment, Processing and Storage from the process.

D. WAREP’s Preferred Alternative is #3 (using the “Hanford Option” for
disposition of Bulk Sodium and RH-SCs) for FFTF Decommissioning

189-3

As more fully developed at Section VI. of this letter below, WAREP believes the 189-4
removal of all the structures under FFTF Decommissioning alternative #3 would
eliminate some very dangerous and long half-life contaminants that would be left

under the other 2 alternatives.

189-2

189-3

189-4

See response to comment 189-1 for a discussion on the transport and disposal of
offsite waste.

DOE does not believe that construction of additional DSTs would be warranted
under Tank Closure Alternative 6B. The 28 existing DSTs at Hanford are active
components needed to complete waste treatment. The construction of additional
DSTs was only considered under alternatives where the existing DST capacity
was insufficient to support the proposed treatment schedule (Tank Closure
Alternative 5) or required replacement because the design life of these facilities
would be exceeded (Tank Closure Alternatives 2A and 6A).

Regarding the commentor’s concern about the transport of LLW and MLLW
from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal, DOE will be deferring the decision
on sending LLW or MLLW from other DOE sites to Hanford for disposal (with
some limited specific exceptions), at least until the WTP is operational, subject to
appropriate NEPA review. For a more comprehensive discussion on the transport
and disposal of offsite waste, see Section 2.1 of this CRD.

Decisions made by DOE on the proposed actions will be based on a number of
factors, including health and safety, environmental, economic, and technical
considerations; agency statutory missions; and national policy considerations.
The decisions on the selected course of action and supporting rationale will be
documented in a ROD issued no sooner than 30 days after the EPA Notice of
Availability for this Final TC & WM EIS is published in the Federal Register.
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Il. BACKGROUND

Republicans for Environmental Protection (REP) is an Organization of Republicans who
believe that “Conservation is Conservative” and pursuing environmental issues is not
fundamentally at odds with the historical and philosophical underpinnings of our party.
WARERP is the Washington State Chapter of REP and, while REP is supportive of the
concepts in this letter, it is the sole product of WAREP. In 2006, after a review of many
potential environmental issues, the Executive Committee of WAREP adopted Hanford
Cleanup as its number one focus. The author of this letter and other members of
WAREP have attended “State of the Site” meetings and Public Hearings over the past
several years and have reviewed the Site Status reports for 2006 and 2007, in addition
to the EIS that is the subject of this letter. We expressed concerns similar to those in this
comments letter in a March 27, 2009 letter to DOE and Ecology and have received
responses to that letter from DOE and other sources that have assisted in developing
our approach.

The author of this letter was president of WAREP from 9/06 to 2/10 and has now
resigned that position to form a WAREP task force devoted exclusively to Hanford
Cleanup, which will remain under the oversight of the Executive Committee of WAREP.
That task force will have the job of monitoring implementation, for WAREP, of the EIS
that is finally adopted and maintaining communication with the implementing agencies.
We do not share the antipathy against DOE and Ecology that was apparent in the most
recent Public Hearings and want to work through the system to achieve accelerated
results toward the stated mission. That being said, we will focus diligently on that
mission and that might result in strong disagreement with impiementation actions and in
bringing outside pressure to bear when necessary to achieve our goal of ensuring
Hanford cleanup.

While WAREP understands that cost considerations are not normally a major part of the
EIS process, it did take costs into account, especially in deciding that the very costly
alternative 6A would not be our preferred alternative for Tank Closure. As a
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